REMARKS 

In the Office Action dated March 2, 2005, the Examiner stated the application 
contains claims directed to two patentably distinct species, namely the embodiment 
of Figure 2A and the embodiment of Figure 2B. Election to a single disclosed 
species was required under 35 U.S.C. §121. The Examiner stated claim 1 is 
generic. 

Although the Examiner stated the application contains claims directed to the 
above-identified species, Applicants are unable to find any claim in the application as 
originally filed that is specifically directed to the embodiment of Figure 2B. 
Applicants agree that claim 1 is generic, and therefore encompasses both the 
embodiment of Figure 2B as well as the embodiment of Figure 2A, however, simply 
having a generic claim in an application is not a basis for imposing an election of 
species requirement. 

Original claim 2, by stating that the separation layer is arranged on at least 
one of the two surfaces that are adjacent the at least two components, is directed to 
the embodiment of Figure 2A. 

Applicants therefore elect the species of Figure 2A for immediate 
examination, and submit that all claims 1-9 are readable on that species. 

Applicants also submit herewith a new claim 10, that is specifically directed to 
the species of Figure 2B. Even though Applicants are not electing the species of 
Figure 2B, it is proper to include claim 10 in the application at this time in the event 
that generic independent claim 1 is found to be allowable, in which case the election 
of species requirement will be withdrawn, and all claims 1-10 of the application will 
be in condition for allowance. 



Typographical errors that have been noted in the specification also have been 
corrected by the present Amendment. 
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